
Before the 

Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, DC    
 

In the Matter of:  ) 

  ) 

Request for Review of the Decision of the   ) 

Universal Service Administrator by   )   CC Docket No. 02-6 

  ) 

City Springs Elementary           )              SLD File No.:752526 

BEN 23622  )   

  ) 

Schools and Libraries Universal Service  )      

Support Mechanism 

 

REQUEST FOR REVIEW AND WAIVER  

INTRODUCTION 

Section 54.719(c) of the Commission’s rules provides that any person aggrieved by an action taken by a 

division of the Universal Service Administrative Company (“USAC”) may seek review from the 

Commission. City Springs Elementary (“school”) hereby appeals the current action taken by USAC in the 

following case. 

BACKGROUND  

On April 12, 2011 USAC issued a FCDL (Attached as Exhibit A), denying funding to City Springs 

Elementary for the school’s request for discounts on web hosting services because the school, according 

to USAC, did not follow the evaluation process correctly. More specifically, the school did not include 

“raw scores” for each assessment criteria for service provider, Friedman Computer Solutions (“FCS”). 

USAC further asserts that City Springs Elementary did not use price as the highest weighted factor in 

their service provider assessment. The school disagrees with both of USAC’s declarations to deny 

funding for web hosting services.   

1



USAC has erroneously reached this decision by ignoring the scoring of each of the other service providers 

evaluated. Due to poor service provided by FCS during previous funding years; the school scored the 

service provider “1” in the assessment criteria of Prior Experience/Referral. As the last service provider 

evaluated, because FCS scored so low in Prior Experience, it was impossible for this specific service 

provider to have the winning bid, thus making the scores in the remaining categories moot.  

FACTS 

On January 11, 2010, City Springs Elementary posted and certified Form 470 No. 944890000809065 

seeking, among other services, web hosting for the school. 

During the 28 day waiting period upon the filing of the abovementioned Form 470, City Springs 

Elementary received web hosting bids from the following service providers: eChalk, Foxbright, NCC, 

Community School, and FCS.  

Upon completion of the mandatory 28 day waiting period, the school evaluated scored the service 

provider’s bids, using the following evaluation criteria: Price/Charges weighted at 40%, Understanding of 

Needs weighted at 10%, Prior Experience/Referral weighted at 30%, Personal Qualifications weighted at 

10%, and Financial Stability weighted at 10%. 

BASIS FOR THE DISTRICT’S APPEAL 

A. Though the school did not select the lowest bid, they did select the most cost-effective 

solution 

In the Ysleta Order (FCC 03-313), the FCC states that components “at prices two or three times 

greater than the prices available from commercial vendors would not be cost effective, absent 

extenuating circumstances.”  
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Furthermore, USAC states that applicants can select a higher bid if they can explain any special 

circumstances that would assist USAC in understanding why the product costs seem higher than 

those of other comparable bidders. This demonstrates that applicants do not have to select the 

lowest bid in order to remain compliant with the cost-effectiveness guidance. 

In the case at hand, the school selected the NCC as the winning bid even though they were the 

second-lowest bidder. However, one should note that the lowest bid, from FCS, was lower by 

only $5.  

The second highest bid was not at a price that was two or three time greater than the prices 

available in the marketplace at that time. Therefore, the provider was a cost-effective solution 

and was evaluated with price of goods and services receiving the highest weight.    

B. Though the lowest bid was not selected, Price/Cost was the highest weighted criteria in 

the schools service provider evaluation 

City Spring’s evaluation grid did follow USAC’s requirements to weight Price/Cost the highest for each 

service provider at 40%. The winning bid using the abovementioned criteria was NCC. Although FCS 

was cheaper by $5 per year, the service provider’s low score in the Prior Experience/Referral category 

made their overall score much lower than NCC’s.  

In the Tennessee Order, the Commission determined that a competitive bidding process complies with 

program rules if price is taken into account during bid selection and the contract is awarded to the most 

cost-effective bidder. The Commission explained that: 

“[A] school should have flexibility to select different levels of service, […] but when selecting among 

comparable services, a school should be guided by price in its selection. Even among bids for 

comparable services, however, this does not mean that the lowest bid must be selected. Price, however, 
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Exhibit A
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Funding Year 2010-2011

Project or Service

Description

Raw Weighted Raw Weighted Raw Weighted Raw Weighted Raw Weighted

Selection Criteria Weight* Score** Score*** Score Score Score Score Score Score Score Score

40% 3 1.2 2 0.8 5 2 4 1.6 0

10% 3 0.3 3 0.3 5 0.5 3 0.3 0

30% 1 0.3 1 0.3 5 1.5 1 0.3 1 0.3

10% 3 0.3 3 0.3 5 0.5 3 0.3 0

10% 3 0.3 3 0.3 5 0.5 3 0.3 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

Overall Ranking 100% 2.4 2 5 2.8 0.3

Vendor Selected:

Approved By:

Title:

Date:

Notes:
*    Percentage weights must add up to 100%.  Price must be weighted the heaviest.

**   Evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5:  1=worst, 5=best.

Other (describe)

NCC Bid Assessment Comments, if needed:

Prices/Charges

Understanding of Needs

Prior Experience/Referral

Personnel Qualifications

Financial Stability

Other (describe)

E-Rate Bid Assessment Worksheet

FRN # 2050411 - Web Hosting

Vendor Scoring   (use additional worksheets if necessary)

eChalk Foxbright NCC Community School FCS

Exhibit B
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***  Weight x Raw Score

© E-Rate Central
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